DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 402 829 


HE 029 746 


AUTHOR 


Millett, Catherine M. ; MacKenzie, Susan 


TITLE 


An Exploratory Study of College Purchase Options: How 
Financial Aid Widens Minorities* Choices. ASHE Annual 
Meeting Paper. 


PUB DATE 


Nov 96 


NOTE 


53p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
Association for the Study of Higher Education (21st, 
Memphis, TN, October 31 - November 3, 1996). 


PUB TYPE 


Reports - Research/Technical (143) — 
Speeches/Conference Papers (150) 


EDRS PRICE 


MF01/PC03 Plus Postage. 


DESCRIPTORS 


^Academic Aspiration; Asian Americans; Black 
Students; ’'College Choice; ’'Decision Making; Females; 
Grants; Higher Education; Hispanic Americans; 

Minority Groups; National Surveys; Paying for 
College; Social Environment; ’^Social Mobility; 

Student Characterist ics ; Student Costs; Student 
Educational Objectives; ’^Student Financial Aid; 
Student Loan Programs; Student Needs; Tables (Data); 
Two Year Colleges 


IDENTIFIERS 

ABSTRACT 


’^ASHE Annual Meeting; Asian American Students; 
Hispanic American Students; ’'National Postsecondary 
* Student Aid Study 

This study examined, over a 3-year period, the 



ability of financial assistance for minority students to bridge the 
gap between generic higher education and the high^prest ige , high^cost 
institutions that are associated with long-term economic benefits to 
graduates* Applying a variation of the status attainment model to 
data for the 1989-1990 National Postsecondary Student Aid Survey and 
its 1992-1993 successor, equity of school choice was examined among 
various ethnic groups. Over the three year period, average family 
incomes for Blacks and Hispanics declined while White and Asian 
family incomes increased. All groups averaged higher amounts of 
student financial aid with the largest gains for Asians, then Blacks, 
Hispanics, and Whites. The existence of grants appeared to be 
encouraging particularly for Blacks and Hispanics, who "buy-up" in 
the college-price hierarchy. Loans had a lesser influence on college 
selection by price. Although, educational goals were the most 
important variable for all groups of the decision to attend a 
four-year versus two-year institution, financial aid made some 
difference in choice of institution Financial aid made more impact in 
1993 than 1990, enabling all four groups to spend more on tuition. 

The analysis shows the importance of financial aid in widening a 
student's choice regarding both tuition spending and institutional 
level. (Contains 39 references.) (JLS) 



* * * * * * * * * * * Vc * * * * * * * Vc * * * >*c * * * Vc * * Vc * * >*c * * * * * * * * * * * * ?*c * Vc * Vc * * Vc * >*c * >*c * * * * * * >*c * * >*c * Vc * 

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made 

* from the original document. * 

Vc Vc Vc Vc * Vt Vt Vc Vc Vc * Vt Vt * * Vt Vc Vc Vc Vc Vc * Vc Vt * * Vc Vc Vc Vt Vc Vc Vc Vc Vc Vc Vc Vc Vc * * Vc * Vc Vc * Vc Vc * Vc Vc Vt Vc V: Vt Vc Vc Vr Vc Vc * * Vc Vc Vc Vc Vc * 






s 



An Exploratory Study of College Purchase Options: 
How Financial Aid Widens Minorities’ Choices 



Catherine M. Millett 

Center for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary Education 
University of Michigan 
Ann Arbor, MI 
kiniUett@uimch.edu 



Susan MacKoizie 

Center for the Study of Higher and Postsecondaiy Education 
University of Michigan 
Ann Arbor, MI 
susanmac@utnich. edu 



Paper Presaited at the 

Association for the Study of Higher Education 2 1st Annual Confraence 

Monphis, Tennessee 
October 31, 1996 




ERIC 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



••PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 



ASHE 



U.S. department OF EDUCATION 

Office of Educational Reseatch and Improvement 

educational resources information 

/ CENTER (ERIC) 

M This {Jocumont has been reproduced as 
received from the person or organization 
onginatirtg it. 

□ Minor changes have been made to improve 
reproduction quality 



TO THE educational RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).” 



e Points of view or opinions Stated m this docu- 
ment do not necessarily represent official 
OERI position or policy 



ASSOCIATION 
FOR THE 
STUDY OF 

HIGHER EDUCATION 



Texas A&M University 
Department of Educational 
Administration 
College Station, TX 77843 
(409) 845-0393 



This paper was presented at the annual meeting 
of the Association for the Study of Higher 
Education held in Memphis, Tennessee, 

October 31 - November 3, 1996. This paper was 
reviewed by ASHE and was judged to be of high 
quality and of interest to others concerned with 
higher education. It has therefore been selected 
to be included in the ERIC collection of ASHE 
conference papers. 



INTRODUCTION 

Hearn (I991^suggests that the “matdiing of collies and students ronains in many ways, a 
little understood ^iack box.” While the implications of the black box metaphor are many, our 
interest here dpak with that portion of the black box that coticeals the ramificatiOTS of financial aid. 
Financial aid most certainly improves access to higher education for large numbers of students, but 
does it effectively facilitate dioice in their purchasing decisions? Hearn (1991) argues that the 
"most fundamoital threats to equality of opportunity may lie in the realm of dioice,” and that 
scrutiny of the role of financial factors is critical in the light of ongoing federal policy reviews. 
Federal financial aid as we have known it for more than two decades may yet become a historical 
footnote — a compassicmate gesture that ultimatdy failed to document its adiievanoits in a 
compelling aiough form. In the evaituality of more studoits chasing even fewer dollars, it ^ 
becomes important to boichmaik the gains of recait years. Spedfically, we will examine over a 
three-year period the ability or inability of minority studoits’ financial assistance to bridge the gap 
between graeric higher educaticm and the high-prestige, hi^-cost institutions that have beoi 
associated with long-tom economic benefits to graduates (Pascardla and Teroudni, 1991). Put 
more simply, we are asking whether there is a relationship between the aid available to the 
individual studoit, and the educational opportunities these subsidies permitted? 

What differoitiates our study from the previously cited works is both its focus - minority 
students’ choices — and its time-frame — a three-year period from 1989 to 1992. Using data from 
both the 1989-1990 National POstsecondary Studoit Aid Surv^ and its 1992-1993 successor, we 
will oideavor to show what has happened to equity of choice among various ethnic groups. 
Specifically, we will focus on two areas involving choice: tuition spoiding and attendance at a two- 
year OT four-year institution. Trend studies in this area appear to be infrequent, yet an 
under^nding of gains ot losses in this area carries important consequoices for policy making. 
Trow (1984) demonstrated that while high school graduates can rater the postsecxxidary systrai, 
aihitfantial barriers drtermine where the gradiMte may attend college. We hope to distinguish both 
those students most affected in their ability to pay high tuitions or two attrad four-year schools. 
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We will also consider the extoit to which financial aid mitigates the situatioi and octends their 
educatiaial qjpoitumties. 

Trends In Financial Aid 

By way of background. Table 1 illustrates the overall changes whidi have occurred in various 
forms of foiandal aid for various racial and ethnic groiq)s. Generally a smaller parentage of 
stu(teits recdved the various forms of aid in 1993, than in 1990, although the average amount of 
aid they recdved inaeased by about 17%. Di^ributiai varied widdy between the two groups and 
between the two points in time. For example, the percentage of Blacks recdving any aid drqyped 
by 7. 1 %, while the average aid for Blacks increased by $622. And, as (me mi^ expect, the 
largest increases in aid amounts woe in loans, where the average loan aid amount increased by 
nearly 40%. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The BeneEts Of Choice 

Here we are attempting to draw a clear distinction between the issue of instituticmal access, 
which is not our present concern, and institutional choice, which relates directly to the fairness 
with which the benefits of higher educaticm are distributed. These benefits relate to at least three 
areas, two of them accruing to the studoits thonselves, and another to the institutions. 

Foiske ( 1983) pointed out that postsecondary educational institutions cannot be equated, one to 
another, and a student's future depoids both on attaining postsecondary educaticm and on the 
particular instituticm attended. Fairness implies that academically (qualified studoits have the 
opportunity to (jioose the more dite institutions and ultimatdy realize the advantages asstxiated 
with these. Am(mg these benefits, Pascarella and Toenzini (1991) dte greater career mobility, 
greato managerial or technical re^nsibility, and greater likelihood of promotion, all factca^ 
which have clear implications fra* greato earnings. 
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Table 1 : Pereent of undergraduatee enrolled In the fall of 1989 and 1992 , receiving aid by type of aid, average award, and race/ettnicity 
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In the shorter term. Mossier et al (1989) suggested that a relationship exists b^een the 
aiqjrqniateness of student choice and student persistoice. In other words, if a studoit is able to 
select an institute wdl suited to his or her abilities, he or she is more likdy to complete the 
progranL Fife (1975) found the baiefits of choice extoided ev«i to the institutions themsdves. If 
students are able to make thdr choices based on the perceived quality of the institution and its 
programs, the institutions are prompted to remain re^nsive to studoits’ educaticmal donands. 

Fcht all these reasons thoi, student choice should be seoi as a desirable outcome. 

The Role Of Studoit Aid In Choice 

While choice is impcntant for the above reasons, the role of financial aid in facilitating dioice is 
less clearly understood. Studies during the 1970s, mainly of state financial aid programs (Fendce 
and Boyd, 1971, Foiske, Boyd and Maxey, 1979, Fife and Leslie, 1976, Leslie and Fife, 1975) 41 . 
found these were instrumental in enabling recipients to attend jnivate as o[q[X)sed to jaiblic four- 
year institutions. However, these researdiers did not pursue other possible explanations of the 
relationship. 

Amcmg single institutim studies, Somers (1993) determined diat the probability of first-time 
applicants choosing the public commute university increased by 23% if any financial aid was 
offered. This study controlled for background characteristics sudi as sex, race, income, age, 
depeidency status and ACT score Anothe study at Rutgers Univesity (Seieca and Taussig, 
1987) also found the probability of eirollmait increased with the amount of aid offered, regardless 
of income, although the effects wee smalle among highe income students. Othe studies 
(Jadcson, 1978, St John, 1991) found that aid offes or awards increase the probability of 
eiroUmeit, particularly for students of lowe socioeconomic status. 

The technique of mea-analysis permitted Leslie and Brinkman (1988) to evaluate the effects of 
financial aid on choice as rqx)rted in 23 sq)arate econometric studies. Th^ concluded that 
fin^nrial aid oicourages choice by enabling additional students to attend more expensive fcxir-year 
and private schools. LowCT-income stud^ts were more affected than higho’ income ones by the 
costs of attoidance and by financial aid, particularly in the form of grants. 
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Munday (1981) lodced at institutional homogeneity in attonpting to see whether financial aid 
allowed low-inomne stu^nts to attend institutions with students different fiom than in terms of 
income and abili|^ This study fcxmd that among aid ^licants only, neither the studoit’s income 
nor ACT score were rdated to the avoage income ot average ACJT at the institution attoided. Flint 
(1991) reversed the process and compared the predictors of characteristics of institutions chosen by 
all college-txxmd ^doits with the predictors of the characteristics of institutions diosen by 
financial aid applicants. Flint concluded that institutional characteristics sudi as costs, selectivity 
and average student body affluence explained a higher percoitage of the variance for all collie 
studoits than the cxHresponding equatitms fOT aid applicants alone. Family income was a 
significant predictor of the selectivity and affluoice of the institution selected by all collie-bound 
students, but not of the institution selected by financial aid aj^licants. 

In summary then, financial aid generally allows recipients to attend institutions that are more . 
expensive (Leslie and Brinkman, 1988, Flint, 1991) and private rather than public (Leslie and 
Brinkman, 1988). As well, financial aid a{q)ears to promote choice amcmg lower inccHne students 
(Jackson, 1978, Leslie and Brinkman, 1988). Likewise, the likelihood of CTrollment increases 
with the amount of aid (Soieca and Taussig, 1987, Somers, 1993). Finally, financial aid may 
allow students to consider a less homogoieous sa of institutions. 

Effects Of Different Forms Of Financial Aid 

We taid to talk about financial aid in the singular, evai though a host of combinations and 
permutations is possible. This means that financial aid packaging is a complex issue, involving not 
just the totality of the amount, but the individual components. Nolfi et al (1978) d^ermined that 
any combinatitm of grants, loans or work-study increased the probability of enrolling in a 
postsecondary school, regardless of program loigth, however the effect of scholarship aid on the 
probability of anolling in a two-year institutitm was considaably larger than the effect of tuition 
(Nolfi et al. 1978, Fuller et al., 1982, Manski and Wise, 1983). Tierney (1980) compared the 
likelihood of applicants choosing a private over a public institutioi after OHitrolling for differences 
between the institutions and individual charactaistics. He found the probability of choosing the 
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private institution increased with the amounts of giants and loans that it offered, while work study ^ 

funds also increased the likelihood it would be diosoi accept amimg lower- and higher-income 
non- Whites. 

More recent studies support the idea that financial aid in the form of giants ]»omotes choice, 
while loans do not. Schwartz (1986) found that an increase in publicly funded giants raised the 
ixobability of emollmoit among lower and middle income stud^s, with no comparable impact 
among uppo* income student. Likewise Jackson (1990) used the High School and Beyond data on 
1980 seniors to ^ow that scholarships (x grants increased the probability Of collie entry among 
Blacks by 11%, and among Whites by 6%, but was not related to the probability of enrollment for 
Hispanics. Receipt of a loan was not related to the probability of entry for any of the three groups. 

Qiapman and Jackson (1987) examined the likdihood that a national sample of high ability 1984 
high school soiiors would choose a given institution. After controlling for a range of students and 
institutional characteristics they found scholarship and grant aid increased this likelihood for b(^ 
low and high income studoits. 

Among single institutional studies, Moore, Sudoimund, and Slobko (1991) looked at aid 
applicants who were accqjted for admission at Ocddoital Collie in 1989. Their probability of 
choosing Occidental inaeased with the amount of giants offered by Occidental, decreased with the 
amount of grants offered by the alternatives, and was unaffected by loans or work-study aid 
offered by either institution. Likewise, Somers (1993) found the probability of studrats choosing 
to oiroll at one public commute' university increased by 24% with each $1,000 in scholarship aid, 
but was not related to the amounts of giants, loans or work study, after controlling for background 
characteristics and ACT score. 

Willingness to borrow (Ekstrom, 1991) improved the likelihood that a student would attoid a 
four-year rather than a two-year institution. Students with higher socioeconomic status, higher 
educational aspirations and greater knowledge of college costs showed more willingness to 
borrow. Olson and Rosrafeld (1984) found a relationship b^eoi willingness to borrow and 
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income level. About 40% of families with incomes less than $10,000 were unwilling to go into 
dd)t, compared with 28% of families with incomes above $40,000. 

Olivas (1985).noted that there is no compelling thecffetical firamework in the area of financial 
aid packaging. He found Hi^>anics were largdy dq)oident on single source aid - Pell Grants - 
which highlights their vulnerability to cutbacks in this area. St. John and Nodi ( 1989) also 
examined the influence of various types of student aid padcages in referraice to enrollmait 
decis m ps They found packages with loans were less consistently significant in attracting minority 
applicants than White aj^licants in the 1980s. 

Overall thai, it appears that grants, but not loans promote choice (Schwartz, 1986, Jackson, 
1990, Chapman and Jadcson, 1987, Moore et al., 1991). Grants may be particularly effective for 
Blacks (Jackson, 1990) and for lower income students (Schwartz, 1986). Finally, a reluctance to 
borrow may limit choice for stud^ts from lowCT-income backgrounds (Ekstrom, 1991, Olson and 
Rosenfeld, 1984) and minOTities (St. John and Noell, 1989). 

The Rdatirmship Of Financial Aid And Institutional Costs 

Several studies (Nolfi et al, 1978, FuUer et al, 1982, Manski and Wise, 1983), which analyzed 
subsamples from the National Longitudinal Sturfy of the High Sdiool Qass of 1972, supprated the 
idea that higho- tuition and higher living costs deaeased the attractiveness of a given institution, 
while financial aid increased it (aflCT controlling for academic aptitude, sodoeconomic and 
demograi^ic charactoistics, high school quality, labcff market omditions, and institutional 
q ualit y) The Same studies also found that tuition cost had a larga* effect on the probability of the 
student enrolling in a four-year than a two-year institution. As well, lower income studoits were 
more soisitive to tuition levds than highw income studoits as demonstrated by their choices (Nolfi 
et al, 1978, Manski and wise, 1983). 

In their study of 1979 and 1981 Pennsylvania high school seniors, Tierney and Davis (1985) 
found the difference in net price to be the most consistent predictor of choice betweai differoit 
types of fmir-year institutions (public research or public comprdiensive, low cost private or public 
comprdi^sive). Net price, they defined as direct costs less financial aid. Their study controlled for 




8 



c 

I 

V 

the difference in institutional selectivity and studoit characteristics including sex, race, SAT score 
and family moome^.but did not attend to interactions betweoi income and cost. 

Among sin^e; institution studies. Chapman (1979) found inaeases in price (total out-of-pocket 
costs of attendance relative to parental income) reduced the probability of financial aid ^licants 
oirolling in two of three programs (liberal arts and fine arts, but not engineoing). Price, however, 
was not related to oirollmait among nmi-aid aj^licants in any jnogram. (Chapman crnitrolled for 
student and institutional diaractoistics). In Moore et al’s study of Occidoital Collie (1991), they 
found that a $1,000 increase in the net cost of Occidental Cdl^e relative to the net cost of an 
alternative reduced the {nobability that a financial aid applicant would choose to enroll at Ocddental 
by 7.8% after cmitiolling for studoit characteristics, institutional costs and diaracteristics of the 
alternative institution. The same $1,000 increase did not affect ntm-aid apfdicants’ choice^ Overall 
th^ lower-income students and financial aid applicants would appear more reqxxisive to direct , 
costs than other students (Nolfi et al., 1987, Manski and Wise, 1983, Ch^man, 1979, Moore et 
al, 1991). 

Other Factors Influaicing Choice 

Hnancial aid is far from the mily variable that influaices college choice. Studaits goierally 
prefer to attend higher quality institutimis (Fuller et al, 1982, Chapman, 1979, and DeMasi (1989), 
with studoits of higher ability applying to higher quality institutions than their peers (Manski and 
Wise, 1983, Ozdoi, 1993). As well, students opt for institutions where the ability level is similar 
to their own (Nolfi et al, 1978, Fuller et al., 1982, Manski and Wise, 1983). Parental income and 
education also are significant predictors of college omollment (Schwartz, 1986, St. John, 1991), 
with the prestige and sdectivity of the institution preferred increasing with paroital income and 
education (Manski and Wise, 1983, Ozdoi, 1993, Hearn, 1984). Studaits with higher education 
aspirations showed a preferoice for more selective and expulsive institutions (Hearn, 1984). 

Recent research indicates little differoice between moi and women in their choice ammig 
postsecondary schools (Hearn, 1984, 1988, Schwartz, 1985). However, the impact of race on 
institutional dunce appears far from clear, with the findings varying depoiding <»i the sub-group 
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aggregation (Schwartz, 1985, St. John, 1991, Hearn, 1984, 1988). In addition, Gladieux (1993) 
cites quality of prior sdKX^g, family attitudes, motivatimi and awaroiess of opportunities as 
factors in cdl^^xhbice. Ultimately though, financial aid appears to be the facto that over the past 
30 years has been most frequently and visibly manipulated in orrter to inaease educational 
opportunities and for this reason will constitute (wr ihajor indq>endent variable. 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

TTiis study will use a variatioi of the status attainment model to investigate studait dioice 
among postsecondary educational institutimis. Hearn (1984, 1988) suggested that the 
diaracteristics of the institution in whidi a stud^ chose to oiroll were a function of ascriptive 
characteristics such as race and sex, sodoeconomic characteristics like parental education, family 
income and numba" of siblings and acadentic characteristics sudi as test scores, high sdiool 
grades, curricular trade and educaticmal expectatimis. When he cmtrdled for acadanic 
diaractaistics, he found both ascribed and sodoecmiomic characteristics ctmtinued to play an 
important role in influaicing educatiaial dioice, thus evincing cwiclusively the existaice of 
continued barriers to educational equity. Afta OMitrolling for academic achievemait, Hearn 
determined that socioeconomically disadvantaged studaits attended cheapa, less selective 
institutions that qient less pa undergraduate. While Hearn focused on “equity of condition,” the 
quality of schooling students are presumed to be receiving rdative to their background and 
resources, hae we examine “equity of opportunity,” the type and cost of schooling that studaits 
select, relative to thar background and the studait aid that thqir were awarded. 

METHOD 

The 1989-90 National Postsecoidary Studait Aid Survey, and its counterpart in 1992-93 are 
cross-sectional, student-based studies of a nationally rqiresentative sample of all postsecondary 
studaits enrolled in the U.S. in the fall of 1989, winta of 1990 ot the fell of 1992, winta of 1993 
reflectively. These samples of approximately 70,000 students (1990) and 66,000 studaits (1993) 
included full-time, part-time, aided, non-ai(ted, undagraduate, graduate and professiaial-degree 
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studaits at 1,535 institutions (1990) and 1,100 institutions (1993). Institution types ranged firom 
those that awarddMoral d^ees to those that offer three-month {Hograms, including both iniblic 
and private oontrpl-and both profit and nonprofit entities. As well, NPSAS collected data from 
multiple sources sudi as paroits, institutional registrars and financial aid records. 

To maintain the comparative nature of this exploratory study, all of the following actions have 
beoi performed on b<^ the 1990 data and the 1993 data. As a result we will have findings and 
conclusions drawn from each set of data, plus a discussicm of noteworthy developments over the 
three-year period. This latter section will form the basis for our conclusions. 

Like Hearn (1991), the researdi employs multiple r^ession with listwise del^ion, but there 
are some important differences. First, we chose rally first-time, full-time college fredunen who 
were U.S. dtizrais and classified as depraidrait for income tax purposes. We also focused only on 
those students rairolled in programs of two or more years in duration. 

Due to missing data and the size of some minority group samples, we found oursdves unable ' 
to use all of the variables that Hearn included in his study (see Appraidices A and B). As a result, 
rair dioice fra* personal diaracteristics included: race, sex, parental income, number in the fimily in 
highra education, cumulative GPA, and educational aspirations. For the types of financial aid, we 
used grants, which included various kinds of scholarships, loans (excluding PLUS loans) and 
work-study aid. 

Arriving at dq)«ident variables proved more difficult. Hearn was able to use college sdectivity 
and institutional ejq>enditure per student as dependrait variables describing college destinations, but 
ndther is available in the NPSAS database. However, institutional level is specified, and with the 
current controvert over the increasingly vocational role of two-year community and junior 
colleges, we judged that a didiotomous variable, represaiting either a two-year or a four-year 
institutirai, dfectively represraited this a^)ect of choice. 

The NPSAS data also provides a continuous variable representing the total cost of tuitirai and 
fees for all sampled studaits. By correlating the Carnegie classifications for the NPSAS 1993 data 
with thdr tuitions, we ascertained a strraig correlation exists between the doctoral-granting 
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institutions and the highest tuiticms. We are not arguing that tuition price alone means access to a 
quality insritiitinn. Rather we are suggesting that in respect to the collie purchase decisions, more 
options including the nation’s tq> doctoral-granting juid top liberal arts sdiools are available to the 
students who are able to pay tq> tuhimi prices. R^essions cm b(^ these variables oiabled us to 
see the relative effects of institutional level (two- or four-year) and tuition cost on students’ ultimate 
collie Hftiitinatinns aiKl to estimate how large a role the varimis types of financial aid play in the 
process^ 

Hypotheses Tested 

1. Controlling for studoit characteristics, grants (including scholarships) will imirovethe 
likelihocxl of a student attending an ocpensive institution or a four-year institution. 

2. Controlling for studoit characteristics, loans will improve the likdihood of a student attending 
an expensive institution or a four-year institution. 

3. Controlling for studait characteristics, work-study aid will improve the likelihood of a student 
of a studoit attending an expoisive (quality) institution ot a four-year institution. 

FINDINGS 

Descriptives 

NPSAS 90: Descriotives 

Background characteristics were available on 4,095 freshman students, all of them U.S. 
citizais, in their first year of full-time attendance at a U.S. college or university. All were classified 
as dependents ftn- income tax purposes. Table 2 provides descriptive statistics on the student 
sample involved in the study. 

Of the four ethnic groups in the study, Asians, Hispanics and Whites showed slightly more 
fanales than males, while the Black group was strongly female. Family incomes for berth Black 

1 Although the dichotomous dqiendent variable iiKtitutioiial level warrants the use of logistic regression, linear 
regresaon was used based on Dey and Astin's (1993) findings diat "despite the theoretical advantages offoed by 
logistic regression and [Hobit analysis, there is little practical difference between either of these two techmques and 
more traditional linear regr^imL'' 
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Table 2: NPSAS: 90: Descriptive atatistics for four ethnic groups 



Aaan 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


(n = 140) 


(n = 349) 


S 

CM 

II 


(n = 3,398) 


M SD 


M SD 


CO 

O 


M SD 



Background Characteristics 

Sex 

(1=male;0=female) 0.47 


0.50 


0.38 


0.49 


0.47 


0.50 


0.49 


0.50 


Family Income 


$55,015 


$60,765 


$32,187 


$37,501 


$35,070 


$24,548 


$47,115 


$39,134 


Family in PSE 


1.44 


0.68 


1.29 


0.66 


1.33 


0.73 


1.34 


0.72 


Cumulative GPA 


24.93 


8.85 


20.52 


9.49 


24.96 


9.64 


24.27 


9.10 


Educational goals 
(3=B.A.; 4=M.A.) 


3.60 


0.84 


3.64 


0.90 


3.68 


0.93 


3.55 


0.89 


Types of Aid 

Total Grants 


$856 


$2,266 


$1,618 


$2,404 


$1,384 


$2,388 


$986 


$2,014 


Total Loans 


$464 


$1,411 


$642 


$1,112 


$513 


$1,121 


$473 


$1,124 


Total Workstudy 


$49 


$266 


$140 


$402 


$88 


$317 


$73 


$291 


Dependent Variables 

Tuition spending 


$3,421 


$4,862 


$2,547 


$2,950 


$2,270 


$3,360 


$3,152 


$3,571 


Inst, level 

(1=4 yr.; 0=2-3 yr.) 


0.57 


0.50 


0.56 


0.50 


0.52 


0.50 


0.62 


0.48 



Note: Measures were weighted by the NCES construct pskeepwt/sarrple mean to ac|ust for non-response bias 



and to reflect original sample size. 
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and Hiq>anic studaits averaged between $12,000 and $15,000 less than those of White students 
and betweei $20,000 and $23,000 less than those of Asian studaits. All groups averaged more 
than one family member in ct^ege, but at 1.44 Asians rostered the highest and Blacks at 1.29 the 
lowest. Three of the four groups averaged cumulative GPAs in the 24-point range on a 40-point 
scale, while the Black studoit group averaged 20.52. The groups were neariy idaitical in their 
a^iratitms, with all registering (tegree asjmtions above the bachd^’s level. 

Financial aid appeared to be narrowly dispersed among the groups, with Blacks averaging the 
hipest grants at $1,618, Hi^ianics next at $1,384, Whites at $986 and Asians the least at $856. A 
similar pattom held for loans, with Blacks borrowing the most at $642, then Hispanics, $513, thoi 
Whites, $473, and finally Asians again the least at $464. Asians also boiefited the least fiom 
work-study at $49, compared with $73 for Whites, $88 for Hispanics and $140 for Blades. 

Means for the four groups showed the majority of students from each were attending four-year 
institutions, although in the case of Hispanics in particular, the split was almost even. As one 
might expect from this ^lit, Hispanics were paying the lowest average tuitiois, $2,270, followed 
by Blacks at $2,547, Whites, $3,152, and Asians the highest at $3,421. 

NPSAS: 93 Descriptives 

Background characteristics were available on 1,638 freshman studaits with the same 
charactoistics as the previous group. Table 3 provides descriptive statistics on the studoit sample 
involved in the study. 

Some observations from this table are worth noting: Our Hispanic and White groups are 
divided equally betweoi male and female students, while for Asians, men are in the majority, and 
for Blacks women are in the majority. As we might expect based on the 1990 descriptives, family 
income for both the Black and Hispanic studaits is ronarkably similar, averaging about $30,000. 
Asians and White students come from higher income backgrounds, with Asian family income 
averaging $68,299 and Whites, $53,729. The number of siblings in higho- education scans to 
vary little amtmg Whites, Blacks and Hispanics, all averaging about 1.3 family members in 
collie. Only the Asians were higher at 1.58 siblings. At average of 25.95, Asians also appear to 
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Table 3: NPSAS: 93: Descriptive statistics for four ethnic groups 





Asi^ 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 




(n = 

M 


85) 

SD 


(n = ' 
M 


151) 

SD 


(n = ‘ 
M 


112) 

SD 


(n = 1,290) 
M SD 


Background 

Characteristics 

Sex 

(1=male; 0=female) 


0.63 


0.49 


0.42 


0.49 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


Family Income 


$68,299 


$75,048 


$30,926 


$31,225 


$30,227 


$28,403 


$53,729 


$42,121 


Family in PSE 


1.58 


0.73 


1.29 


0.58 


1.32 


0.58 


1.30 


0.55 


Cumulative GPA 


25.95 


7.08 


22.54 


8.18 


22.38 


9.28 


25.87 


8.25 


Educational goals 
(3=B.A.; 4=M.A.) 


4.14 


0.73 


4.07 


0.79 


3.86 


0.81 


3.74 


0.92 


Types of Aid 


Total Grants 


$2,480 


$4,303 


$2,493 


$3,331 


$1,945 


$3,076 


$1,501 


$2,897 


Total Loans 


$792 


$1,670 


$1,323 


$1,582 


$473 


$1,102 


$736 


$1/497 


Total Workstudy 


$209 


$552 


$222 


$542 


$112 


$390 


$122 


$406 


Variables 


Tuition spending 


$7,782 


$7,036 


$4,110 


$4,025 


$2,746 


$3,825 


$4,531 


$5,012 


Inst, level 

(1=4yr.; 0=2-3yr.) 


0.79 


0.41 


0.75 


0.43 


0.59 


0.49 


0.60 


0.49 



Note: Measures were weighted by the NCES construct np93wt/sample mean to ac|ust for non-response bias 



and to reflect original sample size. 
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be carrying higher GPAs than any of the other groups, with Whites next at 25.87 and Blades and 
Hispanics similar at 22.54 and 22.38 respectivdy. Asians averaged the highest aspirations with 
more intoiding to go b^rond a master’s d^ee. Blacks, were nearly similar in thdr aspirations to 
the Asians, with Hispanics and Whites aiming at a master's degree. 

Whoi financial aid was considered. Blacks averaged slightly higher grant amounts than Asians 
($2,493 compared with $2,480) and more certainly than Hispanics (average, $1,945) and Whites 
(average, $1,501). Hispanics borrowed considerably less than any (Mho’ group (average $473, 
compared with $736 for Whites, $792 for Asians and $1,323 for Blacks). And just as Olivas 
(1985) noted, Hispanics at an avoage of $1 12 were largdy shut out of work-study aid, compared 
with $122 for Whites, $209 for Asians and $222 for Blacks. 

Blacks and Asians appear to be going for the nK)st part to four-year institutimis, compared to 
both Whites and Hispanics who were more evenly divided b^eai two-year and fewr-year 
schools. This is partly reflected in the average tuition paid by all fmir groups: Asians are paying the 
highest, an average of $7,782, followed by Whites at $4,531, Blacks at $4,1 10 and Hispanics at 
$2,746. 

Discussion and Comparisons of The Descriotives 
The relative proportions of men/women have changed only slightly over the three years for 
Blacks, Hispanics and Whites, with Asian group becoming predominantly male. The average 
family incomes for the Blacks and Hispanics have suffered an apparait decline, while the incomes 
of the other two groups have risen. The number of family memb«^ in college has remained stable 
for all groups except Asians for whom it has risen. The average GPA has risen for all groups but 
Hispanics over the period, while educational aspirations appear to have inaeased for both Asians 
and Blacks. The educational aspirations of the c^her groups seem stable. 

The grant picture has changed considoably over the three-year pericxl with all groups 
avera gin g higher amounts of aid The biggest gain was recx)rded for Asian studoits, with the 1993 
group receiving $1,624 more than thdr counterparts in 1990, compared with $875 more for the 
1993 Black group, $561 for the Hispanics in 1993 and $515 for the Whites in 1993. Borrowing 
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followed a different pattern with the loan amount growing from 1990 to 1993 for the Blade group 
by $681 , for Asians by $328 and for the Whites, by $263. Only for Hispanics did borrowing 
appear to decline by $40 when one compares the two groups. Work-study aid continued to benefit 
Hispanics the least, with a bare $24 increase in the avoage from the 1990 to the 1993 group. By 
comparison, work-study aid grew over the period by $160 for Asians, $82 for Blacks and $49 for 
Whites. 

The descriptive tables also reflect the genial rise in tuititm that occurred over the three-year 
period as well as the possibility that some groups may be choosing more pricey institutions. The 
average cost of tuition from 1990 to 1993 increased by $4,361 for Asians, $1,563 for Blades, 
$1,379 for Whites and $476 for Hispanics. The choice of four-year or two-year institution 
appeared to change for all groups, with a larger number of Asians and Blacks opting for four-year 
schools, a slightly larger number of Hispanics choosing four-year schools, and fewer Whites 
choosing four-year schools. 

Correlations 

NPSAS: 90 Correlations 

Table 4 presoits the corrdations among both indqioident and dqiaidoit variables. Generally 
these tend to reinforce what is known about some minority groups. Sex was negatively correlated 
for Blacks, implying a prqronderance of females (fanale = 0) and positive for Whites. For both 
Blacks and Hispanics, minority status was natively associated with family income, suggesting 
this is considwably lower for these two groups. The number of family members attending 
postsecondaiy institutiems was not significantly correlated with any group. Blacks corrdated 
negatively with the cumulative GPA variable, implying more of these studaits with lower 
averages. Whites were associated positively with cumulative grade point average, but were 
associated with lower educational aspirations. 

Both Blacks and Hispanics were positively corrdated on grants, while Whites were negatively 
corrdated with grants. Blacks were positively associated with loans and workstudy, while Whites 
were negatively associated with these aid forms. 

20 
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Whites were associated with higher levds of tuition, and Blacks and Hispanics with lower 
levels. Blacks and Hi^>anics were associated with two-year institutions. Whites were associated 
with four-year institutions. 

As one might expect, higher tuitions correlated strongly with four-year institutions (.41), as 
wdl as moderatdy with higher levels of family income, higher GPAs, higher educational goals, 
and higher levels of grants (.45) , loans (.34), and woik-study aid. Higher tuition is also weakly 
associated with a larger number of family monbers in post-secondary education. Attoiding four- 
year institutions is also associated moderatdy with higher income, more family menbers in 
college, higher GPAs, higher educational goals, and higher levels of grants, loans, and work- 
study aid. 

NPSAS: 93 Correlations 

Table S presents the correlations among both independoit and dqrendoit variables for the 1993 
data. Sex was n^ativdy corrdated fen: Blacks only, implying a prqx>nderance of females (franale 
= 0) in only that group. Asians were positively correlated with sex, reflecting the prevaloice of 
males. For both the Whites and Asians, thdr race was associated with higher incomes, but Blacks 
and Hispanics were associated with lower incomes. Asians were moderatdy emrdated with larger 
numbers of family members in higher educatiotL Whites were moderatdy associated with higher 
GPAs, and Blacks and Hispanics with lower GPAs. Blacks had the strongest association with 
ascending educational aspirations, followed by Asians. Only Whites w&e corrdated with lower 
educational goals. 

Blacks were most strongly associated with higher amounts of grants, followed by Asians. 
Again only Whites were associated with lower levels of grants. Both Hispanics and Whites were 
natively associated with high borrowing, while Blacks were moderately assodated with higher 
loans. Blacks were positivdy associated with work-study aid, and Whites were n^tivdy 
assodated with this aid form. 
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Asians were moderately associated with higher levds of tuition, and Hispanics were correlated 
with lower levels of tuition. Whites were coordated with attendance at a two-year instituticni, while 
both Blacks and Asians wore associated with four-year schools. 

As one might »pect, higher tuitions correlated strongly with four-year institutions (.42), as 
wdl as moderatdy with higher levels of family income, higher GPAs, higher educatimial goals, 
and higher levds of grants (.46), loans (.36), and work-study aid. Higher tuition is also weakly 
associated with a larger number of family members in post-secondary education. Attoidance at 
four-year instituticHis is associated moderatdy with higher income, more family members in 
college, higher GPAs, higher educational goals (.37) and higher levels of grants, loans, and work- 
study aid. 

Discussion and Comparisons of the CondaticMis 

While in 1990, only the Whites were likely to be males, in 1993, only Asians were associated'^ 
with male sex, indicating more males from the Asian group are pursuing college goals. In both 
1990 and 1993, Blades w&k mwe likely to be fonale. On income, little change is ai^went over the 
period, with both Blacks and Hispanics cmrelated with lower income and Whites and Asians with 
higher incomes. This seems to bear out what we know about these groups’ relative sodoeconomic 
status. As far as family members in higher education, only the Asians’ situation improved. This 
suggests that in Asian families more students are bdng enabled to attrad college or university. In 
1990, only Black students were associated with lower cumulative GPAs, while by 1993, both 
Blacks and Hispanics were associated with Iowct GPAs. In both years. Whites appear to have the 
lowest educational goals, while by 1993, Blacks had a strongs' association with highs' educational 
aspirations than any of the other groups. 

In both 1990 and 1993, Whites were associated with the receipt of lower aid in the form of 
grants. In the 1990 NPSAS, Whites ws’e associated with lower loans than Blacks, but by 1993, it 
was both Hispanics and Whites. Work-study aid was negatively associated with Whites in both 
1990 and 1993. 
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In 1990, both Blades and Hispanics correlated with lower jHiced institiitirais, but in 1993 only 
Hispanics omrelated with lower priced institutitMis. In 1990, Blades and Hispanics were 

'.S'' 

assnriat^f with attendance at a 2-year institution. However by 1993, this situation had changed to 
find only Whites associated with two-year institutions. 

Regressions 

MESAS: 90 -Th^Regressions 

Tuition Spending 

Impact of background characteristics on tuition spending . 

Using multiple regression, we began by attempting to understand the roles of background 
characteristics in detennining the willingness of each of the four groups to spend more for tuition 
and the variables rdated to this dedsion (see Table 6). f 

An e xaminati on of the r^ression of tuition cost on the control variables shows that educatiomd 
goals was one of the most important variables in determining those people who attrad the most 
costly colleges and universities. Educational goals were particularly iniportant for Asians and 
Whites in determining whether they sdected eepensive schools, and somewhat important for 
Blacks in this choice. Family income was a significant factor for Blacks, Whites and Asians (in 
descending order), indicating the relative importance of high family incomes to the tuitiem spending 
of these particular groups. GPA was moderately important for Whites and Blacks in the choice of 
expensive schools. Only for Hispanics and Whites was the number of family memba^ in 
postsecondary education a small contributor to the purchase of a higher price college. For no 
dhnic group was the studoit's sex related to the cost of college chosoi. 

As we might expect from the disparate patterns noted above, the R Square for each of the 
groups varies considerably, indicating how much the previously noted differences in background 
characteristics accounts for the variance in their spending on college. At 0. 162, R. Square is 
highest for our Asian studoits, and lowest for the Hispanic students (0.(X)8), with Black studoits 
(0.072) and White students (0. 103) falling in b^een. In other words, for Asian students, a 
combination largdy of educational goals and family income, explains 16.2% of the variance in the 
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Table 6: NPSAS:90: Regression of Tuition Spending on Control Variables for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 




White 


(n = 140) 

B p 


(n = 349) 
B P 


(n = 208) 

B P 


(n 

B 


= 3,398) 

P 


Sex 


-494.747 -0.052 


151.674 0.024 


151.116 0.023 


191.592 


0.027 


Family Income 


0.012 0.165 * 


0.027 0.223 “* 


0.007 0.055 


0.017 


0.185 


Family in PSE 


754.061 0.109 


-12.340 -0.003 


695.320 0.162 * 


234.430 


0.048" 


Cumulative GPA 


20.145 0.038 


37.460 0.121 * 


15.768 0.046 


64.548 


0.166 "* 


Educational goals 


2026.766 0.356 *** 


370.801 0.107 * 


33.708 0.008 


661.165 


0.161 •" 


Multiple R 


0.192 


0.085 


0.032 


0.104 




RSquare 


0.162 


0.072 


0.008 


0.103 





Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct pskeepwt/sarrple mean to acjust for nonresponse bias and original sarrple size. 
"*p<.001;**p<.01;*p<.05 



Table 7: NPSAS: 90: Regression of Tuition Spending on Background Characteristics and Grants for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 




White 




(n 


= 140) 


(n 


= 349) 


(n 


= 208) 


(n 


= 3,398) 




B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


Sex 


-258.174 


-0.027 


184.785 


0.029 


51.201 


0.008 


158.571 


0.023 


Family Income 


0.017 


0.230 "* 


0.040 


0.323 "* 


0.040 


0.303 "* 


0.025 


0.273 "* 


Family in PSE 


446.022 


0.064 


-217.997 


-0.048 


233.062 


0.054 


40.823 


0.008 


Cumulative GPA 


16.399 


0.031 


20.381 


0.066 


, -10.301 


-0.030 


34.402 


0.089 "* 


Educational goals 


1354.868 


0.238*" 


82.117 


0.024 


7.096 


0.002 


427.169 


0.104"* 


Total grant aid 


1.127 


0.497 "* 


0.759 


0.606 "* 


0.908 


0.662 "* 


0.808 


0.462 "* 


Multiple R 


0.422 




0.433 




0.398 




0.300 




RSquare 


0.396 




0.423 




0.380 




0.299 





Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct pskeepwt/sample mean to ac^ust for nonresponse bias and original sample size. 
"*p<001;**p<.01;*p<.05 
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l^ce of colleges attended. For Hispanics, the eqnati(»i clearly doeai’t explain mudi at all about the 
variance. However,- if one refers back to the descriptives, Hispanics were on average paying the 
least tuition. Forlhe other two groups, it appears that the influaice of the selected background 
characteristics was considerably less than on the Asians. In other words, the equation was most 
successful in explaining the variance in collie spoiding for the Asians, and least successful for 
Hispanics. 

Impact of financial aid on tuition spending. 

When the total anKHint of grants is added as an indepoident variable, the differoices among the 
groups become more apparmt (see Table 7). Most affected are the Hispanics and Blacks, for 
whom grants help to explain 37.2% and 35.1% respectively of the variance in collie purchase 
price (for R Square of 0.380 for the Hispanics minus previous R Square 0.(X)8). Likewise for 
Asians, grants explain an additional 23.4% of the variance and fOT Whites, 19.6% of the variance: 
In other words, the existence of grants appears to be encouraging particularly Blacks and 
Hispanics to “buy up” in the coll^e-jaice hierarchy. In the presence of grants, family income 
becomes highly important fOT all ethnic groups, hinting at the easting relationship b^een the 
receipt of aid like Pell giants and the family income test fOT financial aid eligibility. 

Rather predictably, loans have a lesser influeice on the groups in their sdection of collie by 
price, although there are some changes (see Table 8). For Blacks, loans account for anothe* 7.1% 
of the variance in college purchase price (new R Square of 0.494 minus previous R Square of 
0.423). For the other groups, the variance explained by the presence of loans diminished gradually 
from 5.0% for Hispanics, to 4.4% for Asians and 4.2% for Whites. It would seem that the receipt 
of loans is racouraging some students from eadi group to attend a more expoisive institution than 
they might in the absence of this form of aid. Work-study aid proved to be negligible in its impact 
on White studoits (0.0%) and almost as slight for the others: 0.5% for Hispanics; while for Asians 
and Blacks, R Square decreased by 0. 1 % for each group (see Table 9). 
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Trt)le 8: NPSAS: 90: Regrwsion of Tuition Spending on Control Variables and Loans for Ettnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispaiic 




White 




(n 


= 140) 


(n 


= 349) 


(n 


= 208) 


(n 


= 3.398) 




B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


Sex 


-540.321 


-0.057 


324.422 


0.051 


31.157 


0.005 


169.336 


0.024 


Family Income 


0.018 


0.245 "* 


0.043 


0.346 *** 


0.041 


0.306 *** 


0.027 


0.292 *** 


Family in PSE 


315.521 


0.045 


-214.929 


-0.048 


82.157 


0.019 


1.708 


0.000 


Cumulative 6PA 


10.205 


0.019 


12.126 


0.039 


-8.325 


-0.024 


35.388 


0.092*** 


Educational goals 


1227.636 


0.215 " 


140.000 


0.041 


124.297 


0.031 


431.843 


0.105*** 


Total grant aid 


0.987 


0.435*** 


0.666 


0.532*** 


0.802 


0.584 *** 


0.692 


0.395*** 


Total loan aid 


0.732 


0.230*** 


0.737 


0.281 *** 


0.800 


0.246 *** 


0.676 


0.216 *** 


Multiple R 


0.468 




0.505 




0.450 




0.342 




R Square 


0.440 




0.494 




0.430 




0.341 





Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct pskeepwUsample mean to ac|ust for nonresponse bias and origin^ sanple size;^ 
“*p<.001;**p<.01;*p<.05 



Table 9: NPSAS: 90: Regression of Tuition Spending on Control Variables and Wbrfcstudy for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 




White 




(n 


= 140) 


(n 


= 349) 


(n 


= 208) 


(n 


= 3,398) 




B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


Sex 


-533.339 


-0.058 


315.033 


0.050 


77.304 


0.012 


179.323 


0.026 


Family Income 


0.018 


0.247 *** 


0.043 


0.345 *** 


0.041 


0.307 *** 


0.027 


0.293*** 


Family in PSE 


221.257 


0.032 


-220.892 


-0.049 


96.029 


0.022 


4.286 


0.001 


Cumulative GPA 


10.203 


0.019 


12.140 


0.039 


-5.684 


-0.165 


35.297 


0.091 *** 


Educational goals 


1232.476 


0.216 ** 


139.921 


0.041 


116.780 


0.029 


429.905 


0.105*** 


Total grant aid 


0.944 


0.416 *** 


0.670 


0.535*** 


0.749 


0.546 *** 


0.679 


0.388 *** 


Total loan aid 


0.722 


0.227 *** 


0.737 


0.281 *** 


0.811 


0.249 *** 


0.661 


0.212 *** 


Total work-study aid 


0.994 


0.059 


-0.101 


-0.014 


0.974 


0.094 


0.371 


0.031 * 


Multiple R 


0.471 




0.505 




0.457 




0.343 




R Square 


0.439 




0.493 




0.435 




0.341 





Note; Measures were w^ghted by the NCES construct pskeepwt/sanrple mean to ac^ust for nonresponse bias and original sarrple size. 
-p<.001;**p<.01;*p<.05 




Institutional Levd 



Impact of badceround cm choice of institutiOTial level (two- or four-ve ar) 

For all groi^^^catimial goals appear to make a strong (if not the strongest) contribution to 
understanding the variance in the decision to attoid a four-year, rather than a two-year institution 
(see Table 10). Family income was a significant contributOT for both Blacks and Whites. The 
presoice of family mmbers in postseccmdary education appeared to oicourage both Hispanics and 
Asians to attend four-year schools. For Whites the family effect was small but positive. GPA had a 
stnmg effect in persuading Blades to attend four-year colleges and universities, and a moderatdy 
strong effect in this directirai for Asians. It was weaker for Whites. The role of sex was 
insignificant for all groups. 

The adequacy of the equation in explaining variance in the type of institution chosen differed 
(xmsiderably for the four groups. At its best, it explained 17.5% of the variance for Asians and 
11.8% for Blacks, compared to 9.8% for Whites and 7.9% for Hispanics. 

Impact of financial aid on choice of institutional level (tw o- or four-vear) 

The effect of financial aid seems to reduce somewhat these differences among groups (see 
Table 1 1). For Hispanics in particular, the presoice of grants appears to inaease by 9.7% the 
likdihood that they will attoid a four-year institution (R Square of 0. 176 minus previous R Square 
of 0.079). While the effect is less dramatic for the others, grants explain 3.9% of the variance for 
Blacks, 3.4% for Whites and 1.7% for Asians. In the presence of grants, educational goals 
diminish only slightly in importance, clearly indicating their ongoing role in motivating students to 
pick 4-year institutions. 

Table 12 illustrates that loans have a more narrow impact, adding 3.1% toward explaining the 
variation in institution for Blacks, 2. 1 % for Whites, and 2.0% for Hispanics. For Asians, the 
additicMi of loans caused R Square to decrease 0.1%. Qearly some groups are more willing than 
others to borrow in wder to attend a four-year institution. Work-study aid, which is more usual in 
four-year institutions, adds another little incentive for Blacks (1.2%) to attend a four-year school. 






26 — 



Table 10: NPSAS: 90: Regiession of Level on Control Variables for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


(n = 
B 


= 140) 

P 


(n = 
B 


= 349) 

P 


(n = 
B 


= 213) 

P 


(n = 3,402) 

B P 


Sex 


0.020 


0.020 


0.009 


0.009 


-0.010 


-0.010 


0.021 


0.022 


Family Income 


0.000 


0.027 


0.000 


0.136 ** 


0.000 


-0.015 


0.000 


0.083*“ 


Family in PSE 


0.123 


0.169 * 


-0.051 


0.071 


0.120 


0.188“ 


0.036 


0.054*“ 


Cumulative GPA 


0.009 


0.159* 


0.012 


0.232 •*• 


-0.006 


-0.122 


0.003 


0.049“ 


Educational goals 


0.216 


0.361 **• 


0.120 


0.216 **• 


0.143 


0.253*“ 


0.154 


0.277*“ 


Multiple R 


0.204 




0.130 




0.100 




0.100 




RSquare 


0.175 




0.118 




0.079 




0.098 





Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct pskeepwt/sarrple mean to ac$ust for nonresponse bias and original sanple size. 
"*p<.001:“p<01;*p<.05 I 



Table 11: NPSAS: 90: Regression of Level on Control Variables and Grant Aid for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


(n = 
B 


= 140) 

P 


(n = 
B 


= 349) 

P 


(n = 
B 


= 213) 

P 


(n = 3,402) 

B P 


Sex 


0.028 


0.028 


0.010 


0.010 


-0.021 


-0.021 


0.019 


0.020 


Family Income 


0.000 


0.047 


0.000 


0.170 “* 


0.000 


0.113 


0.000 


0.119 “* 


Family in PSE 


0.113 


0.155* 


-0.063 


-0.087 


0.086 


0.136 * 


0.025 


0.038 * 


Cumulative GPA 


0.009 


0.156 * 


0.011 


0.213 “* 


-0.008 


-0.163 * 


0.001 


0.017 


Educational goals 


0.193 


0.324 “* 


0.104 


0.187 “* 


0.135 


0.240 *“ 


0.141 


0.254 “* 


Total grant aid 


0.000 


0.156 * 


0.000 


0.210 *“ 


0.000 


0.345“* 


0.000 


0.192 “* 


Multiple R 


0.227 




0.172 




0.200 




0.134 




RSc^e 


0.192 




0.157 




0.176 




0.132 





Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct pskeepwt/sarrple mean to ac^ust for nonresponse bias and original sarrple size. 
— p<001;"p<.01;*p<.05 
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Table 12: NPSAS: 90: Regression of Level on Control Variables and Loans for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 




(n = 


140) 


(n = 


:349) 


(n = 


= 213) 


(n = 3,402) 




B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


Sex 


0.018 


0.018 


0.026 


0.025 


-0.026 


-0.026 


0.020 


0.021 


Faihily Income 


0.000 


0.052 


0.000 


0.186 *•* 


0.000 


0.115 


0.000 


0.133 *** 


Family in PSE 


0.108 


0.149 


-0.062 


-0.087 


0.073 


0.114 


0.022 


0.033* 


Cumulative GPA 


0.008 


0.153* 


0.010 


0.195*** 


-0.008 


-0.162 * 


0.001 


0.019 


Educational goals 


0.189 


0.317 *** 


0.110 


0.199*** 


0.147 


0.260 *** 


0.142 


0.254*** 


Total grant aid 


0.000 


0.136 


0.000 


0.160** 


0.000 


0.292 *** 


0.000 


0.145 *** 


Total loan aid 


0.000 


0.076 


0.000 


0.190 *** 


0.000 


0.165** 


0.000 


0.154 *** 


Multiple R 


0.232 




0.205 




0.223 




0.155 




R Square 


0.191 




0.188 




0.196 




0.153 





Note: Measures were weighted by the NCES construct pskeepwt/sartple mean to adjust for nonresponse bias and original sample size. 
“*p<001:**p<.01;*p<.05 



Table 13: NPSAS: 90: Regression of Level on Control Variables and Workstudy for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


(n = 
B 


M40) 

P 


(n = 
B 


349) 

P 


(n = 
B 


213) 

e 


(n = 3,402) 

B 


Sex 


0.017 


0.017 


0.039 


0.038 


-0.024 


0.024 


0.021 


0.022 


Family Income 


0.000 


0.053 


0.000 


0.195*** 


0.000 


0.115 


0.000 


0.134 *** 


Family in PSE 


0.103 


0.141 


-0.054 


-0.075 


0.073 


0.115 


0.022 


0.033 * 


Cumulative GPA 


0.008 


0.153* 


0.010 


0.195 *** 


-0.008 


-0.159 * 


0.001 


0.019 


Educational goals 


0.189 


0.317 *** 


0.110 


0.199 *** 


0.146 


0.259 *** 


0.141 


0.254 *** 


Total grant aid 


0.000 


0.125 


0.000 


0.134 ** 


0.000 


0.281 *** 


0.000 


0.141 *** 


Total loan aid 


0.000 


0.074 


0.000 


0.190 *** 


0.000 


0.166** 


0.000 


0.151 *** 


Total work-study aid 


0.000 


0.032 


0.000 


0.120 * 


0.000 


0.026 


0.000 


0.019 


Multiple R 


0.233 




0.218 




0.223 




0.155 




R Square 


0.186 




0.200 




0.193 




0.153 





Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES constmct pskeepwt/sanple mean to ac^ust for nonresponse bias and original sarrple size. 
"^<001;**p<.01;*p<.05 
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while the effect is negligible for the others: Whites, 0.0%, Asians, (-0.5%), and Hispanics, 
(-0.3%) (seeTabmS). 

NPSAS: 93 - The Regressions 

Tuition Spalding 

Impact of background characteristic&on tuition spendin g 

Fot each of the groups (Asian, Black, Hiq>anic and White) we rq>eated our previmis 
r^essions. This resulted in two equations, one fm* school choice according to tuitimi costs and 
one fcff institutional level — either two- ot four-year school. 

An examination of the regression of tuition cost on the control variables shows that for Asians 
and Hispanics, family income was the only significant variable in determining those pecq)le who 
attoid the most costly collies and universities (see Table 14). Only for Whites were educational 
goals and cumulative GPA nun'e important contributcffs than family income to the choice of a 
higher price coll^& 

The R Square for the various ethnic groups shows a considerable range, indicating how much 
the in^ously noted differences in badcground characteristics account fm* variance in the cost of 
colleges chosoi. At 0. 1 16, R Square is the highest for our White studoits, and lowest fm* the 
Hispanic studoits (0.045), with both Asian studoits (0.104) and Black studoits (0.067) falling in 
between. In other words, for White students, a combination largely of higher family incomes, their 
personal educational goals, and thar cumulative GPA explains 1 1.6% of the variance in the price 
of colleges attended. For Hispanics, the variance explained is only half that of the Whites. This 
suggests that while the same influences apply as for the Whites, their impact on the college 
purchase decision is considerably less, probably stemming from the significant differences we 
have already seal in family incomes ($54,000 versus $30,0(X)). In other words, the models was 
most successful in explaining the variance in institutional costs for the Whites, and least successful 
for Blacks and Hispanics. 
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Table 14: NPSAS: 93: Regression of Tuition Spending on Control Variables for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 




(n = 85) 


(n =151) 


(n = 112) 


(n = 


1.290) 




" ■ B p 


CD 


B P 


B 


P 


Sex 


2317.488 0.160 


-821.647 -0.098 


-684.123 -0.071 


227.997 


0.024 


Family Income 


0.021 0.232 * 


0.017 0.152 


0.044 0.286 ** 


0.019 


0.156 — 


Family in PSE 


-1735.041 -0.184 


-795.689 -0.116 


-524.637 -0.053 


45.194 


0.005 


Cumulative GPA 


106.895 0.098 


77.772 0.149 


-17.861 -0.028 


99.278 


0.169 *** 


Educational goals 


827.934 0.086 


804.166 0.144 


58.114 0.010 


1154.958 


0.212 — 


Multiple R 


0.157 


0.099 


0.088 


0.119 




R Square 


0.104 


0.067 


0.045 


0.116 





Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct np93wt/sannple mean to adjust for nonresponse bias and original sample size. 
— p<.001;”p<.01;*p<.05 



Table 15: NPSAS: 93: Regression of Tuition Spending on Background Characteristics 



and Grants for Ethnic Groups 



Asian Black Hispanic WhKe 

(n = 85) (n =151) (n = 112) (n = 1,290) 





B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


B 


P 


Sex 


2540.403 


0.175 * 


-234.284 


-0.028 


-123.611 


-0.013 


353.379 


0.037 


Family Income 


0.037 


0.401 


0.015 


0.137 * 


0.072 


0.473 *** 


0.034 


0.270 "* 


Family in PSE 


-950.082 


-0.101 


-479.614 


-0.070 


-991.905 


-0.100 


-233.883 


-0.026 


Cumulative GPA 


37.854 


0.035 


27.298 


0.052 


-5.354 


-0.008 


44.007 


0.075 *** 


Educational goals 


824.167 


0.085 


480.341 


0.086 


-471.553 


-0.081 


607.258 


0.111 "* 


Total grant aid 


0.981 


0.607 "* 


0.714 


0.601 "• 


0.999 


0.736 "• 


0.833 


0.553 "* 


Multiple R 


0.492 




0.437 




0.585 




0.392 




R Square 


0.453 




0.414 




0.561 




0.390 





O 

ERi( 



Note: Measures were weighted by the NCES construct np93wt/sample mean to ac|ust for nonresponse bias and original sample size. 
—p<001;"p<.01;*p<.05 
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Tri)le 16: NPSAS: 93; Regression of Tuition Spending on Control Variables and Loans for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


(n = 85) 

B p 


(n=15n .. 
B P 


(n = 112) 

B P 


(n = 1,290) 
B P 


Sex 


2564.170 0.177 * 


-113.304 -0.013 


-128.092 -0.013 


178.001 0.018 


Family Income 


0.037 0.403 **• 


0.019 0.166 ** 


0.073 0.478 **• 


0.037 0.298 *** 


Family in PSE 


-946.126 -0.101 


-552.815 -0.080 


-733.377 -0.074 


-315.844 -0.035 


Cumulative GPA 


34.977 0.032 


44.512 0.085 


15.239 0.024 


39.336 0.067 ** 


Educational goals 


828.192 0.086 


447.049 0.080 


-556.767 -0.096 


626.006 0.115*** 


Total grant aid 


0.958 0.593 *** 


0.668 0.562 *** 


0.879 0.648 *** 


0.700 0.464 *** 


Total loan aid 


0.138 0.033 


0.862 0.359 *** 


0.995 0.280 *** 


0.865 0.289 *** 


Multiple R 


0.493 


0.563 


0.654 


0.466 


RSquoe 


0.447 


0.541 


0.631 


0.463 ^ 



Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct np93wt/sample mean to ac^ust for nonresponse bias and original sartple size. ^ 
**^<.001:”p<.01;*p<.05 



Table 17: NPSAS: 93: Regression of Tuition Spending on Control Variables and Workstudy for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


(n 

B 


= 85) 

A 


(n 

B 


=151) 

P 


(n 

B 


= 112) 

P 


(n = 
B 


1.290) 

__e 


Sex 


2578.776 


0.178 * 


-28.412 


-0.003 


-186.035 


-0.019 


197.540 


0.020 


Family Income 


0.037 


0.403*** 


0.019 


0.169** 


0.073 


0.479 *** 


0.038 


0.301 *** 


Family in PSE 


-919.079 


-0.098 


-593.177 


-0.086 


-676.480 


-0.068 


-326.153 


-0.036 


Cumulative GPA 


36.027 


0.033 


40.205 


0.077 


20.272 


0.031 


39.045 


0.067 ** 


Educational goals 


847.281 


0.088 


394.447 


0.071 


-589.453 


-0.102 


610.548 


0.112*** 


Total grant aid 


0.962 


0.595 *** 


0.655 


0.551 *** 


0.844 


0.622 *** 


0.682 


0.452 *** 


Total loan aid 


0.145 


0.034 


0.821 


0.342 *** 


0.932 


0.263 *** 


0.840 


0.280 *** 


Total work-study aid 


-0.106 


-0.008 


0.595 


0.083 


0.718 


0.082 


0.589 


0.052 * 


Multiple R 


0.493 




0.569 




0.659 




0.468 




RSc^re 


0.440 




0.545 




0.633 




0.465 





Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct np93wt^nnple meari to ac^ust for nonresponse bias and original sarrple size. 
***p<.001:**p<.01;*p<.05 



ERIC 



36 



31 



Impact of financial aid on tuition spaidine 

When the total amotmt of grants is added as an indepradent variable, the differences among the 
groups become more apparent (see Table 15). Most affected are the Hispanics, for whom grants 
help to explain more than 5 1.6% of the variance in college price (R Square of 0.561 minus 
previous R Square 0.045). Likewise for Asians, grants explain an additional 34.9% of the 
variance, for Blacks, 34.7% of the variance and for Whites 27.4%. In other words, the existence 
of grants appears to be encouraging particularly Hispanics and to a lesser degree Blacks and Asians 
to “buy up” in the college-price hiaarchy. In the i»-esence of grants, family income becomes highly 
important for Hispanics and Asians and significant for Blacks, hinting at the existing rdationship 
between the receipt of aid like Pell grants and the family income test. 

Ratho* predictably, loans have a lesser influaice on the groups in thdr sdectitm of collie by 
price, although there are some surprises (see Table 16). For Blacks, loans account for another 
12.7% of the variance in collie purchase price (new R Square of 0.541 minus previous R Square 
of 0;390). For the other groups, the variance explained by the presence of loans was considerably 
smallCT, from 7.0 for Hispanics and 7.3 for Whites, while it appears to have no impact on the 
Asians collie purchase decisions. It would seem that the receipt of loans is encouraging relatively 
few studoits from these lattff groups to attoid a more expensive institution than they might in the 
absaice of this form of aid. Work-study aid proved to be almost negligible for all groups in 
allowing thm to pay more for tuititm (see Table 17). The R Square differ^ces amounted to: 

-0.7% for Asians, 0.4% for Blacks, 0.2% for Hispanics and 0.2% for Whites. 

Institutional Level 

Impact of background on choice of institutional level (two- or four-vear) 

For Whites, educatitmal goals make the strongest contribution to understanding the variance in 
institutional level (see Table 18). While educational goals are also significant for Hispanics in 
choosing 4-year colleges, the number of family in postsecondary education and a lower GPA are 
also important contributors. For Whites, higher GPA was moderately significant, and family 
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Table 18: NPSAS; 93; Regression of Level on Control Variables for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


(n = 85) 

B p 


(n = 151) 

B p 


(n = 112) 

B P 


(n = 1,292) 

B P 


Sex 


-0.037 -0.042 


-0.095 -0.109 


-0.003 -0.003 


-0.007 -0.007 


Family Income 


0.000 -0.123 


0.000 0.128 


0.000 0.153 


0.000 0.084 *** 


Family in PSE 


-0.001 -0.002 


-0.082 -0.114 


0.190 0.194* 


0.050 0.056 * 


Cumulative 6PA 


0.010 0.146 


0.005 0.097 


-0.016 -0.250** 


0.007 0.118 *** 


Educational goals 


0.130 0.226 


0.074 0.127 


0.106 0.189 * 


0.212 0.393 *** 


Multiple R 


0.099 


0.072 


0.128 


0.205 


RSquare 


0.043 


0.040 


0.087 


0.202 



Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct np93wtfsainple mean to adjust for nonresponse bias and original sample size. 
"*p<.001;**p<.01;*p<.05 



Table 19: NPSAS: 90: Regression of Level on Control Variables and Grant Aid for Ethnic Groups 



Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


(n = 85) 


(n = 151) 


(n = 112) 


(n = 1,292) 


B P 


B P 


B P 


B P 



Sex 


-0.035 


-0.040 


-0.071 


-0.080 


0.020 


0.021 


-0.002 


-0.002 


Family Income 


0.000 


-0.101 


0.000 


0.122 


0.000 


0.225 * 


0.000 


0.132*** 


Family in PSE 


0,005 


0.008 


-0.068 


-0.095 


0.170 


0.174 * 


0.038 


0.043 


Cumulative GPA 


0.009 


0.138 


0.003 


0.058 


-0.016 


-0.244 ** 


0.005 


0.078 ** 


Edjcational goals 


0.130 


0.226 


0.060 


0.103 


0.088 


0.156 


0.189 


0.350 *** 


Total grant aid 


0.000 


0.078 


0.000 


0.243 ** 


0.000 


0.288 ** 


0.000 


0.233*** 


Multiple R 


0.105 




0.128 




0.205 




0.254 




RS(^re 


0.036 




0.091 




0.159 




0.250 





Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct np93wt/sample mean to adjust for nonresponse bias and original sample size. 
“•p<001;**p<.01;*p<.05 
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Table 20: NPSAS: 93: Regression of Level on Control Variables and Loans for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 


(n^ 

B 


= 85) 

P 


(n = 
B 


= 151) 

P 


(n 

B 


= 112) 

P 


(n = 1,292) 

B P 


Sex 


-0.025 


-0.029 


-0.063 


-0.072 


0.020 


0.021 


-0.012 


-0.012 


Family Income 


0.000 


-0.083 


0.000 


0.139 


0.000 


0.224 • 


0.000 


0.148*** 


Family in PSE 


0.006 


0.011 


-0.073 


-0.101 


0.165 


0.168 


0.034 


0.037 


Cumulative GPA 


0.008 


0.119 


0.004 


0.077 


-0.016 


-0.251 *• 


0.004 


0.074 * 


Educational goals 


0.132 


0.229 


0.058 


0.100 


0.090 


0.159 


0.190 


0.353*** 


Total grant aid 


0.000 


-0.023 


0.000 


0.221 •• 


0.000 


0.306 *• 


0.000 


0.182*** 


Total loan aid 


0.000 


0.229 


0.000 


0.210 •• 


0.000 


-0.055 


0.000 


0.168*** 


Multiple R 


0.145 




0.171 




0.207 




0.279 




R Square 


0.068 




0.130 




0.154 




0.275 





Note: Measures were weighted by the NCES construct np93wt/sanple mean to ac^ust for nonresponse bias and original sample size. 
— p<.001:**p<.01;*p<.05 



T^le 21 : NPSAS: 93: Regression of Level on Control Variables and Workstudy for Ethnic Groups 





Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


White 




(n 

B 


= 85) 

P 


(n = 

B 


= 151) 

P 


(n 

B 


= 112) 




(n = 1,292) 

B P 




Sex 


-0.035 


-0.041 


-0.044 


-0.050 


0.023 


0.025 


-0.010 


-0.010 




Family Income 


0.000 


-0.081 


0.000 


0.147 


0.000 


0.223* 


0.000 


0.152 


*♦* 


Family in PSE 


-0.013 


-0.023 


-0.082 


-0.114 


0.161 


0.165 


0.032 


0.036 




Cumulative GPA 


0.007 


0.108 


0.003 


0.059 


-0.016 


-0.256 ** 


0.004 


0.073 


•« 


Educational goals 


0.118 


0.205 


0.047 


0.080 


0.092 


0.163 


0.188 


0.349 




Total grant aid 


0.000 


-0.049 


0.000 


0.198 ** 


0.000 


0.322 ** 


0.000 


0.168 


*** 


Total loan aid 


0.000 


0.210 


0.000 


0.173 * 


0.000 


-0.044 


0.000 


0.158 




Total work-study aid 


0.000 


0.100 


0.000 


0.180 * 


0.000 


-0.052 


0.000 


0.062 


•« 


Multiple R 


0.152 




0.199 




0.209 




0.282 






R Square 


0.063 




0.154 




0.148 




0.277 







Note; Measures were weighted by the NCES construct np93wt/sample mean to adjust for nonresponse bias and original sample size. 
•**p<001;**p<.01;*p<.05 
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income and family members in college were weakly significant Fot neither Asians iK>r Blacks did 
any of the variable&ieadi accqjtable levels of significance. 

As a result, adequacy of the equation in explaining variance in the type of institution chosoi 

differed considerably for the four groups. At its best, it ^plained 20.2% of the variance for Whites 
and 8.7% fw Hispanics, compared to 4.3% for Asians and 4.0% for Blacks. 

Impact of financial aid oiudioice of institutional level (two- or four-year) 

The effect of financial aid sems to compound these differaices among the groups (see Table 
19). For Blacks, Hi^janics, and Whites, the presaice of grants appears to make it somewhat more 
likely that they will attoid a four-year school, inaeasing R Square by 7.2% for Hispanics, 5.1% 
for Blacks, 4.8% for Whites. Fot Asians, grant aid is not significant in their choice of school type. 
Loans (see Table 20) have a variable impact, adding 3.9% toward explaining the variation in 
institution for Blacks and 2.5% fw Whites, but wily 0.5% for Hispanics. Loan aid was not ^ 
significant for Asians even though their R square increased by 3.2%. Work-study aid (see Table 
21), which is more usual in four-year institutions is significant only for Blacks and Whites. It 
adds anotha” little piece of assistance for Blacks (2.4%), but performs only minimally in hdping 
Whites (0.2%) reach 4-year instituticms. 

Discussion and Comparison of the Regressions 
Regressions of Tuition Spaiding 

When we compared the regressions on tuition cost, the importance of grant aid becomes 
obvious. For all four groups, and in both periods unda study, grant aid is clearly allowing 
students to attend more ecpensive institutions than they would be able to or would choose to, given 
thdr own resources. In many cases, the grant aid baa is nearly twice as large as the family income 
beta, indicating both how these studaits' incomes are unable to offa them the chance to attend 
expensive institutions, and how much grant aid makes up this deficit. While grant aid obviously 
differs in its impaa from group to group, its important in purchasing additional opportunities 
should be noted. 
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Similarly, comparing 1990 with 1993 outcomes, we should note the larger betas in 1993 for 
all but the Black group, which seem to indicate that grant aid is playing an inaeasing role for 
Asians, Hispanics and Whites, while nearly maintaining its previous imptntance for Blacks. 
Against this apparent gain, we must balance whatever was happaiing to tuition costs in this three- 
year period. It may wdl be that while grant aid was allowing these groups to pay more for tuition 
in 1993, than in 1990, if the tuition at quality schools had risai disproportionatdy, the 1993 group 
might actually be getting less for their extra dollars. To round out this argument about grant aid 
allowing student to buy up in the educational hierarchy, we would need to know more about the 
relative quality eadi group is getting for its money. 

A comparison of the two regressions on loans emphasizes the growing importance of this form 
of aid for all but the 1993 Asian students, who were av^ging the highest tuitions in 1993. Some 
possible explanations suggest themselves for this occurrence. From our descriptive statistics, the 
Asians are already averaging higher amounts of grant aid and work-study aid than the other groups 
in the study. As well, the Asians show the highest mean incomes of all the groups. While the 
Asians did average higher loans in 1993 than 1990, and these were not significant contributions to 
their college purchase decision. We should add that the Asian sample declined by nearly half from 
1990 to 1993, posing the vay real possibility that an inadequate numbo' of cases might distort our 
findings. 

Conversely, while the average Hispanic studoit's loan was slightly lower in 1993, the overall 
effect was that loan aid made a greato* contribution to their spoiding on tuition, than it did in 1990. 
A gain the problem is one of relativity. While it appears that loan aid is permitting them to attend 
slightly more expoisive institutions in 1993, the relationship of these tuitions to the expensive 
tuitions of 1990 is not explored here. For Blacks, the situation seems more straightforward. Loan 
aid is making considerably more differoice to their tuition spoiding in 1993, a fact that is 
supported by the related statistics. Their loans are averaging double the 1990 figure; and they are 
Spalding about $1,500 more on avoage for tuition in 1993. For Whites the pattern is similar but 




) ■ 




36 



less pronounced. Loan aid again is making a larger contribution to explaining the variation in 
tuitions paid. 

As one might expect, wmic-study aid is relatively, unimportant for all groups. It makes a 
significant contribution, still less than one percoit, toward explaining tuiticHi variations for only 
Whites in both 1990 and 1993. 

Regressions of Institutional Level 

Basically in 1990, background diaracteristics were considerably more important for the Asians 
than fcx* otho- groups in predicting whether they might attoid a four-year raither than two-year 
institution. The most important variable in the equation for than and fra- Hispanics and Whites was 
educational goals. It scans likely that if their goals extoided beyond a bachelor’s degree, it would 
be logical fcM' them to be^ at a four-year college or university. Much the same argument might 
apply for the Blades of 1990, for whom the GPA variable was also a large contributor to ixredictmg 
oirollment at a four-year school. When these results wo’e compared with the same r^ession 
using NPSAS: 93 data, we see a considerably differoit picture. By 1993, these same background 
characteristics were insignificant for Asians and Blacks (i.e., explained less of the variance in their 
educational destinatiems). But th^ wo% considoably more important for Whites fOT whom they 
explained 20.2% of the variance. In both periods, educational goals and family in postsecondary 
education were significant contributors to Hi^)anics. 

Concdvable the variables involved in 1993 were no longa the ones figuring largely in the 
decision of institutional level for Asians or Blacks. We should note that according to the 
corrdations both Asians and Blades experienced a major shift in college destination fiom 2-year to 
4-year institutiems from 1990 to 1993. By contrast. Whites appear to have moved in the opposite 
direction, which is why our control variables appear so much stronger in explaining this variance. 

Grant aid makes an appreciable difference in 1990, only for Hispanics, for whom it raises the 
likelihood of attending a four-year institution by nearly 10% beyond the contribution of thdr 
background charactoistics. Even in 1993, this effect continues, with grant aid making a more than 
7% contribution toward explaining variance for Hispanics. Both for Blacks and Whites, grant aid 
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had an important effect in 1990 and a slightly larger impact in 1993. For Asians, the process was 
reversed. It contributed only slightly in 1990 and negligibly in 1993. 

The impact of loan aid, while not large, grew somewhat for only Blacks, Asians, and Whites 
when 1993 is compared with 1990. The largest apparent change was for Asians, but loan aid did 
not reach an accq)table level of significance. Nevertheless, we should note its possible effect in 
explaining their attoidance at four-year schools in 1990. Both for Blacks and Whites, loan aid 
made a small but significant contribution toward their sdection of a 4-year school Qearly this 
accords with what we know of Blacks' willingness to borrow and with our own statistics which 
show highest borrowing by Blacks in both years. Hispanics appear to have changed little in the 
contribution that loans made to their choice of four-year institutions, with the betas insignificant for 
1993. 

With one excq>tion, the impact of work-study aid was negligible in both periods as far as 
institutional levd. However, for Blacks, the addition of work-study aid to the equation added 
1.2% additional power in 1990 and 2.4% in 1993. This latter change in particular points up the 
quite surprising efiiects evoi small amounts of aid (mean $222 in 1993) can have on educational 
decision making, particularly for minorities from low income backgrounds. 

STUDY LIMITATIONS 

The lack of traditional variables like institutional selectivity made it difficult to follow Hearn's 
study closely. While the expensiveness of tuition often coincides with what we know of 
institutional selectivity and even institutional quality, we readily acknowledge that tuition cost is a 
far from adequate proxy. Institutional level has problems as well since in effect we are participating 
in the same sort of stratification that we are studying. 

Like many other research efforts dealing with minorities, this one was hampered by sample 
sizes. For both study periods, the Native American group was too small to achieve significant 
results and evoi the regressions on the Asian group in 1993 (n = 85) required mean substitution 
on both grade point averages and educational goals. 
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Missing values weie an ongoing handicap with both sets of NFS AS data, precluding the use of 
obvious variables such as SAT scores. For example, for 1990, approximately 75% of our cases 
had missing values on SAT and for 1993, 60 % of the cases were missing SAT scores. Otha- 
likely variables, mother's and fathoms educatimi, were almost as deficioit in both periods. 

Another possible variable — public or private control -- suggests other possibilities for exploration. 
Possibly, control, coupled vrith institutional level, could add to the power of our equatimis and 
provide a more extoisive picture of where financial aid is permitting these studaits to attaid. 

Anotha* important limitation was the rdative nature of our dq)endent variable ~ tuititxi 
Spalding. In the first place, we did not try to achieve cai^ant dollars fa the tuititms in bah 
periods, partly because evai caistant dollars would na accamt fa discrqxincies as individual 
institaions adjusted their rates. As a result we are able to talk aboa our variables making greater a 
less contributiais to tdtion spaiding at the two differait poias in tim& But we canna talk aboa 
the 1993 groups necessarily bdng able to purchase more expensive institutions than the 1990 
groups. In pomt of faa we do na know this. 

Our technique m uring ail three finandal aid variables m the equations may also have had some 
impaa on oa results. Only a re-run with each entered in a separate r^ression would demraistrate 
whether we are sedng valid contribaions by eadi aid form 



To a large extait, the foregomg operations pomt up the difficaties of ascertaining what is 
gomg on m evoi a tiny comer of the black box. Rather ambitiously, we attempted to explae and 
compare these activities at two pomts m time. Neverthdess we are able to reach some tentative 
conclusions. 

First, thae remains a considerable diffdoice amraig dhnic groups in the expensiveness of the 
collies that th^ can hope to attend relative to thdr backgrounds. Our success in isolating the 
background variables that contribute to this spoiding decision was minimal for Hispanics and 
bdter for Asians and Whites. It is worth noting that the contributirai of educational goals figured 
largely in the tuition spending of Asians, Blacks and Whites in 1990, but only in the spending by 
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Whites in 1993. Here we suspect we may wdl be touching rai a fundamental change over the 
period in how these groups approach postsecondary purchase decisions. The same change is 
apparent in the ino^xirtance of educational goals to the choice of institutional level from 1990 to 
1993. In 1990, goals were a significant determinant in explaining variance in institutional levd fm* 
all. By 1993, thqr were only slightly impcstant for Whites, and less for Hispanics. Qearly, thCTe 
are other factors at work that have caused the shift among both Blacks and Asians to 4-year 
schools. 

Basically we were able to show that the various ftnins of financial aid made some difference in 
the type of institution these studrats were able to attend. Again the differences among the groups 
were irr^ular. The most interesting development over the period was the considerably smaller 
contribution of financial aid to explaining institutional level for all but Whites. Only for Whites 
does it appear that fmancial aid is playing a major role in d^ermining whether they go to 4-year 
schools. 

Lxx>king at the changes that financial aid wrought in tuition spending by the various groups, 
we can see that financial aid generally contributed more in 1993 than in 1990 to enabling all four 
groups to spend more for tuition. Of course what we don't know is whether increases in tuition by 
the top schools negated that apparait gain. But on purely comparative data, financial aid made the 
most differaice in Ixkh years for Hispanics, followed closely by Blacks. While the change in 
purchasing power from 1990 to 1993 was not large for Asians, it appears to be nearly 10% for 
Whites. 

Overall we suggest that despite its limitations, the analysis does demonstrate the considerable 
importance of financial aid, particularly grant aid, in widening the student's choice fw both tuition 
speiding and institutional level. At the same time, it supports the conclusion that inequalities of 
socioeconomic status continue to restrict some minority groups in their types of schooling. Work 
by Grubb (1990) and others suggests that these early choices will have long-term impacts on 
careers and earnings, ranfordng the need to reconsider these issues of access and equity. 
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Conceivably, if the federal govemmait treats from its present financial aid policies, dioice will 
become a histoical relic before it is ever adiieved. 

If minorities sudi as Blacks and Hispanics are to be rqiresented in all institutional levds aaoss 
a range of tuition costs, the onus may fall on institutions for maintaining the sort of access and 
diveraty which appears to be supported here by grants, and to a lesser ^toit, loans. It seems 
unlikdy that these same institutions which are consistently raising their tuitions and facing losses in 
federal and state support will rally to the aid of disadvantaged groups. The <Mily beneficiary in such 
a scenario wrxild ^ppe^a to be the community and junim* colleges which already are attracting a 
disproportionate number of minority studaits, and whose relative cheapness might ensure a near- 
captive enrollment. In the absaice of targeted grants for minorities, we fear that instituticMial 
stratification can only accderate. 
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Appendix A - Variables for NPSAS 1989-90 
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Appendix A>1: 

Coding scheme of variables in NPSAS 90 analysis 



Race 

Asian 

Hispanic 

Black 

White 


coded 1 = Asian; 0 = else 
coded 1 = Kspanic; 0 = else 
coded 1 = Black; 0 = else 
coded 1 = White; 0 = else 


Background Characteristics 

Sex 

Family income 

Family in postsecondary 

education 

Cumulative grade point average 
Educational goals 


coded 1 = male; 0 = female 

family income + untaxed income; continuous variable 
continuous variable 

coded in intervals; 1 = lowest; 40 = highest 
coded in intervals: 1 = <1 year of trade school or 1 to 2 
years of trade school or >= 2 years of trade school; 2 = 
< 2 years of college or >= 2 years of college; 3 = 
bachelor’s degree; 4 = master’s degree; 5 = Ph D. or 
professional degree 


Types of Aid 
Total grants 
Total loans 
Total workstudy 


continuous variable 
continuous variable 
continuous variable 


Dependent Variables 

Tuition spending 
Institutional level 


continuous variable 

level of institution, coded 1=4 year or more; 
0 = 2-3 year 



Appendix B - Variables for NFS AS 1992-93 
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Appendix A-2: 

Coding scheme of variables in NPSAS 93 analysis 



Race 

Asian 

Hispanic 

Black 

White 



coded 1 = Asian; 0 = else 
coded 1 = Hispanic; 0 = else 
coded 1 = Black; 0 = else 
coded 1 = White; 0 = else 



Background Characteristics 

Sex 

Family income 

Family in postsecondary 

education 

Cumulative grade point average 
Educational goals 



coded 1 = male; 0 = female 
continuous variable 
continuous variable 

coded in intervals; 1 = lowest; 40 = highest 
coded in intervals; 1 = < high school, or GED or high 
school graduate, or < 1 year of trade school, or 1 year 
but less than 2 years of trade school, or >= 2 years of 
trade school; 2 = <2 years of college or associate's 
degree, or 2 or more years of 
college; 3 = bachelor's degree; 4 = master's degree; 5 = 
first professional degree, or other advanced 
professional degree or doctorate 



Types of Aid 
Total grants 
Total loans 
Total workstudy 



continuous variable 
continuous variable 
continuous variable 



Dependent Variables 
Tuition spending 
Institutional level 



continuous variable 

level of institution, coded 1=4 year or more; 
0 = 2-3 year 
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